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ECHINOCORYS SCUTATA: REPLY TO DR. SABROSKY. 

Z.N.(S.) 1903 

By R. V. Melville 

The points raised by Dr. Sabrosky and Mr. Wright deserve consideration and 
were indeed considered before our application was submitted. Let me try to explain 
why we decided that our appliction was justified. 

Klein’s work was published before geology became a science (and was the more 
remarkable in its time for so clearly establishing a common classification for the living 
and fossil echinoids). Even in Leske’s day (1778), the science had not greatly advanced 
and the notion of “strata identified by organized fossils” had still to be clearly per¬ 
ceived and propounded. It is evident from Klein’s figure that he was dealing with a 
Chalk fossil (there were no names for geological formations for him to cite) and he 
himself cited the locality as “Anglia” (England). Apart from this he gave no factual 
information on the provenance of his specimen; and Wind’s neotype is consistent with 
such information as Klein gave. 

In paragraph 6 of our application we draw reasonable inferences from an old 
tradition cited by Lambert (in connection with another species; there is no reason 
why Wind should have known of this reference) and from the appearance of Klein’s 
figure. These latter details would not be obvious to those not familiar with the Chalk 
of Kent; and an author can hardly be criticized for not taking them into account when 
designating a neotype, though we think it is desirable to do so. 

Dr. Sabrosky seems to have overlooked the reasons given in our paragraph 4 for 
designating a neotype in this case. The various forms of Echinocorys are useful 
indices of horizon in the Chalk and it is convenient to be able to refer to them by name. 
Work now in progress aims to replace an old iconographic taxonomy by one based 
on precise stratigraphy, carefully designed statistical studies and attention to the types 
of the existing nominal species. It is an obvious first step to ensure that the type-species 
of the genus is based on a type-specimen that is consistent with established usage. 
It is because Wind’s neotype fails to meet this requirement that we wish to see it 
replaced; and it is because his neotype can be said to meet the requirements of Article 75 
in being consistent with the factual information provided by Klein that we consider 
our application to be necessary. 

It may be added that the Chalk is a formation of considerable economic importance, 
both as an industrial raw material and as a source of underground water. The 
identification and correlation of precise horizons in the Chalk is therefore of interest to 
geologists and engineers as well as to palaeozoologists. 


COMMENT ON THE REQUESTED SUPPRESSION OF 
AMETISTINA SCHINZ, 1825. Z.N.(S.) 1894 

By W. O. Cemohorsky {Auckland Institute and Museum , Auckland , New Zealand) 

I wish to support the application of A. G. Beu {Bull. zool. Nomencl. 27 : 44-46) for 
a suppression of Ametistina Schinz, but wonder if a painless removal of the taxon from 
molluscan literature could not be achieved by simply considering Ametistina as a 
replacement name for Janthina. From the mode of erection by Schinz, i.e. “Ametistina 
Lam. Janthina” (which could mean “ Ametistina for Lamarck’s Janthina”), it could be 
inferred that Ametistina was erected as a substitute name for Janthina Lamarck 
(=Roding), without being expressly proposed as a replacement name. 

Should we acknowledge Ametistina as a replacement name for Janthina , then both 
genera would have the same type-species (Art. 67(i)), and Ametistina would be disposed 
of as an objective synonym of Janthina without a suppression. 
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